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PER CURI AM

Gerod St ukes appeal s the district court's order granting sum
mary judgnment to the Defendants in his suit alleging constructive
di scharge, disparate discipline, and unl awful denial of pronotion
in violation of Title VII of the Cvil R ghts Act of 1964, 42
US C 8§ 2000e-2 (1994). On appeal, Stukes challenges only the
district court's disposition of his clains of discrimnatory deni al
of pronotion. Finding no error, we affirm

St ukes cl ai ns that he was discrimnatorily denied a pronotion
on sixteen occasions. W find that eight of the instances of
al l eged di scrimnation are barred fromconsi derati on because St ukes
failed to file a charge with the Equal Enpl oynent OCpportunity Com
m ssion ("EEOC') within 300 days of the discrimnatory conduct. See
42 U. S. C. 8 2000e-5(e) (1) (1994). Three of the allegations of dis-
crimnatory denial of pronotion are neritl ess because St ukes was no
| onger an enpl oyee when these positions were filled. Finally, we
find Stukes's remai ning clains of discrimnatory failureto pronote
neritless because Stukes failed to rebut Defendants' |egitinate,
non-di scrimnatory reasons for not pronoting him which included
unaccept abl e att endance rati ngs and nul ti pl e di sci pl i nary war ni ngs.

See Alvarado v. Board of Trustees, 928 F.2d 118, 121 (4th Cr.

1991). We dispense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal
contentions are adequately presented in the materials before the

court and argunent woul d not aid the decisional process.
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